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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1. Claims 5. 6, 11, 17, 18, 23, 29, 30, 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 

second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 

distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The phrase "can involve; can include; can accept" recited in claims 5, 6, 1 1 , 

17, 18, 23, 24, 30, 35 renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear whether 

the limitations following the phrase are part of the claimed invention. See 

MPEP§ 2173.05(d). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 
that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office 
action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale In this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

3. Claims 1-3, 10-11, 13-15, 22-23, 25-27, 34-35, and 37 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Robertson et al (WO 00/60442) herein 
after referred as to Robertson. 
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As to claim 25, Robertson discloses an apparatus that manipulates a window 
within a three-dimensional (3D) display model [p.12 lines 16-22], comprising: 
displaying a view into the 3D display model [p.12-task gallery] through a two- 
dimensional (2D) display [figure 47]; receiving a command to manipulate the 
window within the 3D display model [p.17 lines 29-30, p.18 lines 1-3], wherein 
the window provides a 2D user interface for a 2D application [p. 12 lines 16- 
22]; and in response to the command, manipulating the window within the 3D 
display model so that the manipulation is visible within the 2D display [Figs 8A 
&8B, p.22 lines 11-22]. 

As to claim 37^ Robertson discloses a means for manipulating a window within 
a three-dimensional (3D) display model [p.12 lines 16-22], comprising: 
displaying a view into the 3D display model [p.12-task gallery] through a two- 
dimensional (2D) display [figure 47]; receiving a command to manipulate the 
window within the 3D display model [p. 17 lines 29-30, p. 18 lines 1-3], wherein 
the window provides a 2D user interface for a 2D application [p.12 lines 16-22]; 
and in response to the command, manipulating the window within the 3D 
display model so that the manipulation is visible within the 2D display [Figs 8A 
&8B,p.22 lines 11-22]. 

As to claim 26, Robertson discloses the apparatus of claim 25, wherein if the 
command moves the window in close proximity to an edge of the 2D display. 
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the method further comprises tilting the window so that the window appears at 
an oblique angle in the 2D display [Fig 12B p.23 lines 4-13, p.24 lines 1-3], 
whereby the contents of the window remain visible [Fig. 10B], while the window 
occupies less space in the 2D display and is less likely to overlap other 
windows [Fig 6]. 

As to claim 27, Robertson discloses the apparatus of claim 26, wherein if the 
window is selected [p.20 lines 28-30], the method further comprises untilting 
the window so that the window is parallel with the 2D display [Fig 12D and 12E 
p.24 lines 9-17]. 

As to claim 34, Robertson discloses the apparatus of claim 25, wherein if the 
command is entered through a pointing device [p. 17 lines 29-30 and p. 18 lines 
1-3] and the command throws the window by moving the window quickly and 
releasing it [shown by drag and drop p. 20 lines 25-30 p.21 lines 1-3], the 
method further comprises throwing the window by moving the window in a 
continuous animated motion [shown by drag and drop p. 20 lines 25-30 p.21 
lines 1-3]. 

As to claim 35, Robertson discloses the apparatus of claim 34, wherein 
throwing the window [shown by drag and drop p. 20 lines 25-30 p.21 lines 1-3]. 
can involve: locating the window farther from the viewpoint [p. 20 lines 25-30 
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p.21 lines 1-26].; scaling down the size of the window; iconizing the window; 
and deleting the window. 

Claims 1-3 differ from claims 25-27 only in that claims 1-3 are method claims 
whereas, claims 25-27 are apparatus claims. Thus, claims 1-3 are analyzed as 
previously discussed with respect to claims 25-27 above. 

Claims 10-1 1 differ from claims 34-35 only in that claims 10-1 1 are method 
claims whereas, claims 34-35 are apparatus claims. Thus, claims 10-1 1 are 
analyzed as previously discussed with respect to claims 34-35 above. 

Claims 13-15 differ from claims 25-27 only in that claims 13-15 are directed to 
a computer readable storage medium storing instructions that when executed 
by a computer cause to perform the same method as claims 25-27. Thus, 
claims 13-15 are analyzed as previously discussed with respect to claims 25- 
27 above. 

Claims 22-23 differ from claims 34-35 only in that claims 22-23 are directed to 
a computer readable storage medium storing instructions that when executed 
by a computer cause to perform the same method as claims 34-35. Thus, 
claims 22-23 are analyzed as previously discussed with respect to claims 34- 
35 above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 7. 19, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Robertson in view of Horvitz (US 6,016,145) 

As to claim 31 , note the discussion of Robertson above, Robertson does not 
teach wherein if the command is to minimize the window, the window 
manipulation mechanism is configured to: tilt the window so that a spine 
located on a side edge of the window is visible and the contents of the window 
remains visible, wherein the spine contains identification information for the 
window; and to move the minimized window to an edge of the 2D display; 
wherein the operations of turning and moving the window are animated as a 
continuous motion. Horvitz teaches wherein if the command is to minimize the 
window [Horvitz column 12 lines 63-67 column 13 line 1 Fig. 3], manipulating 
the window involves: tilting the window so that a spine located on a side edge 
of the window is visible and the contents of the window remains visible [Horvitz 
column 12 lines 20-25 also Fig.3], wherein the spine contains identification 
information for the window [Horvitz item 62]; and moving the minimized window 
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to an edge of the 2D display [Horvitz columns 12 line 63-column 13 lines 9]; 
wherein the operations of tuming and moving the window are animated as a 
continuous motion [column 4 lines 23-26]. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
placement of the title bar on the side of a window taught by Horvitz to tilting a 
window taught by Robertson because it is an enhanced system for displaying 
multiple applications or windows as simulated three-dimensional objects on a 
computer display screen [Horvitz column 3 lines 8-10]. 

Claim 7 differ from claim 31 only in that claim 7 is a method claim of the same 
apparatus as claim 31 . Thus, claim 7 is analyzed as previously discussed with 
respect to claim 31 above. 

Claim 19 differ from claim 31 only in that claim 19 is directed to a computer 
readable storage medium storing instructions that when executed by a 
computer cause to perform the same method as claim 31 . Thus, claim 19 is 
analyzed as previously discussed with respect to claim 31 above. 

6.Claim 8-9, 20-21. and 32-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Robertson in view of Zhu et al (PG-Pub #US 
2003/0220973). 
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As to claim 32, note the discussion of Robertson above, Robertson does 
not teach receive a predefined gesture through a pointing device, and in 
response to the predefined gesture, to minimize a top-level window in the 2D 
display, whereby repeating the predefined gesture causes subsequent top- 
level windows to be minimized. Zhu teaches receiving a predefined gesture 
[0975] through a pointing device [mouse [1379]], and in response to the 
predefined gesture [0975], minimizing a top-level window in the 2D display 
[0975], whereby repeating the predefined gesture causes subsequent top-level 
windows to be minimized [0975]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine a gesture to 
minimize a window taught by Zhu with the 3D window manipulation system 
taught by Robertson because clicking the minimize button would remove a 
window from a screen [Zhu 0975]. 

As to claim 33, note the discussion of Robertson above, Robertson does 
not teach wherein upon receiving a window restoration command, the window 
manipulation mechanism is configured to restore minimized windows to their 
expanded state. Zhu teaches wherein upon receiving a window restoration 
command [Zhu 0976], the window manipulation mechanism is configured to 
restore minimized windows to their expanded state [Zhu 0976], It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the restoration of the windows to their expanded state as 
taught by Zhu with the 3D window manipulation system taught by Robertson 
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as the restoration of the window enables the user to view the entire window as 
shown by Zhu paragraph 0976. 

Claims 8-9 differ from claims 32-33 only in that claims 8-9 are method claims 
whereas, claims 32-33 are apparatus claims. Thus, claims 8-9 are analyzed as 
previously discussed with respect to claims 32-33 above. 

Claims 20-21 differ from claims 32-33 only in that claims 20-21 are directed to 
a computer readable storage medium storing instructions that when executed 
by a computer cause to perform the same method as claims 32-33. Thus, 
claims 20-21 are analyzed as previously discussed with respect to claims 32- 
33 above. 

7. Claim 12. 24, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Robertson In view of Robblns (US 6,326,978). 

As to claim 36, note the discussion of Robertson above, Robertson does 
not teach the window manipulation mechanism is configured to: rotate the 
window so that window controls on the edge of the window become visible in 
response to a cursor moving close to an edge of a window; receive the 
command through a window control; and to rotate the window back to its 
original orientation. Robbins teaches wherein receiving the command involves: 
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rotating the window [Fig. 2] so that window controls [Robbins item 12] on the 
edge of the window [Robbins item 10] become visible in response to a cursor 
moving close to an edge of a window [column 4 lines 1-4]; receiving the 
command through a window control [Robbins item 28]; and rotating the window 
back to its original orientation [Robbins column 3 lines 46-52]. This reads on 
the claimed invention therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the window 
rotation as taught by Robbins with the 3D window manipulation as taught by 
Robertson because the user may receive information that Is not oriented as the 
user needs or desires and with a method of this type, selectively rotating 
windows would provide a more manageable computer interface; [Robbins 
column 2 lines 23-29]. 

Claim 12 differ from claim 36 only in that claim 12 is a method claim of the 
same apparatus as claim 36. Thus, claim 12 is analyzed as previously 
discussed with respect to claim 36 above. 

Claim 24 differ from claim 36 only in that claim 24 is directed to a computer 
readable storage medium storing instructions that when executed by a 
computer cause to perform the same method as claim 36. Thus, claim 24 is 
analyzed as previously discussed with respect to claim 36 above. 
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As to claim 36, it is an apparatus claim of claim 12. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 4-6, 16-18, and 28-30 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: The prior 
art of records either singularly or in combination fail to teach where in when the 
backside of the window is shown, displaying information associated with the 
2D application on the backside of the window. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should 
preferably accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly 
labeled "Comments on Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Conrad et al (US 5,680,562) teaches manipulation of a 
display window. Boeuf (US 7,007,241) teaches a focus buoy to locate windows. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Joshua Pender whose telephone number is 
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571-270-1045. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th, 7:30am - 
5:00pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Chanh Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-7772. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. Information regarding the status of an application 
may be obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) 
system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance 
from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
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